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Manchuria. Nor can the military measures of Japan as a whole,
developed in the course of the dispute, be regarded as measures of self-
defence. Moreover, the adoption of measures of self-defence does not
exempt a State from complying with the provisions of Article 12 of the
Covenant.
 10.	Since the 18th September, 1931, the activities of the Japanese
military authorities, in civil as well as in military matters, have been
marked by essentially political considerations. The progressive military
occupation of the Three Eastern Provinces removed in succession all
the important towns in Manchuria from the control of the Chinese
authorities; and, following each occupation, the civil administration
was re-organized. A group of Japanese civil and military officials con-
ceived, organized and carried through the Manchurian independence
movement as a solution to the situation in Manchuria as it existed after
the events of the 18th September, and, with this object, made use of
the names and actions of certain Chinese individuals and took advantage
of certain minorities and native communities that had grievances
against the Chinese administration.   This movement, which rapidly
received assistance and direction from the Japanese General Staff, could
only be carried through owing to the presence of the Japanese troops.
It cannot be considered as a spontaneous and genuine independence
movement.
 11.	The main political and administrative power in the e Government'
of 'Manchukuo', the result of the movement described in the previous
paragraph, rests in the hands of Japanese officials and advisers, who are
in a position actually to direct and control the administration; in
general, the Chinese in Manchuria, who, as already mentioned, form the
vast majority of the population, do not support this 'Government' and
regard it as an instrument of the Japanese. It should also be noted that,
after the Commission of Enquiry completed its report and before the
report was considered by the Council and the Assembly, 'Manchukuo*
was recognized by Japan.  It has not been recognized by any other
State, the Members of the League in particular being of opinion that
such recognition was incompatible with the spirit of the resolution of
the llth March, 1932.
The last sentence of Part III recorded the following momentous
judgement:
While at the origin of the state of tension that existed before the
18th* September, 1931, certain responsibilities would appear to lie on
one side and the other, no question of Chinese responsibility can arise
for the development of events since the 18th September, 1931.
The statement of recommendations in Part IV was divided into
three sections. Section 1, which was in the nature of a preamble,
recited a number of principles, conditions, and considerations on
which the subsequent substantive recommendations were based.
This section cited the Covenant of the League; the Multilateral Pact
of Paris ('Kellogg-Briand Pact');1 the Nine-Power Washington
1 See the Survey fox 1928, Part I A, section (i).

